Approved For Release 2010/01/1 1 : CIA-RDP88-01070R000301 490005-8 


PBS MACNEIL/LEHRER NEVSHOUR 
11 December 1984 




Ci_ - vx i 


KACNEIL:- The question of how the United States should 
handle terrorism like this has become part of a public 
debate between the Pentagon and State departments over the 
appropriate use of military power. Today in London, 
Secretary of State Shultz continued his side of the 
argument.. Ke said an attack of terrorists before they 
stride would be an act of self-defense worthy of public 
support. Shultz first raised the theme of pre-emptive 
self-defense in a speech last Sunday at New York's Yeshiva 
University. GEORGE . SHULTZ (secretary of State): As a 
nation, we once again face the moral complexity of how we 
are to defend ourselves and achieve worthy ends in a world 
where evil finds safe haven and dangers abound. Today's 
events make this topic especially relevant, but in fact 
it is an old issue. The Talmud addresses a fundamental’ 
issue that this nation has wrestled with ever since we 
became a great power with international responsibilites: 
how to judge when the use of our power is right and when 
it is wrong. The Talmud upholds the. universal law of 
self-defense, saying, 'If one comes to kill vou, make 
haste and kill him first.' 

KACNEIL: For more on the theory behind Hr. Shultz's 
public statements, we talk with Lawrence Eaglebur-ger who 
retired from the number three' job at the State Department 
last year. He's now president of Kissinger Associates, an 
international consulting firm based here in New York Mr 
Eaglebur-ger , do you think the United States should attempt 
to retaliate for this hijacking? LAWRENCE EAGLEBURGER 
(former undersecretary of State): Oh, I think it probably 
would be a useful thing to do, and I don't mean in Iran.' 

I suspect that our people know fairly well where these 
hijackers came from. So do (sic) the organization that 
they are a part of. And I wouldn't be at all upset if we 
were to try to strike back at that organization. But I 
think much more important than the question of whether we 
we retaliate in this particular case is the general 
question it raises again of whether it isn't time the 
United States made a firm decision and announced it 
publicly that we will retaliate when we are struck. 

MACNEIL: Let's take these things one at a time. In the 
present case, suppose U.S. intelligence does know that the 

people who planned this hijacking live and are trained' in 

"ires wh^h in 1 Lebanon > behind the Syrian 

Z 1 ™ 5 ’ ^ch might be plausible, ah, should the United ■* 

States attack the way the Israelis do? EAGLEBURGER: 
ei_, you see, it's, it's hard to answer the -specific 

question. I would have to say if it is likelv that there 

were going to be a lot of innocent people killed, because 
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I would have to assume it would be an air strike or 
something of the sort, then I think you've got to make a 
judgment. And I suspect I would say if, if a lot of 
innocent people are going to be killed, no, we shouldn't 
do it. 

HACNEIL: That's the judgment the administration 
presumably has been making. EAGLEBURGER: So far, I would 
assume. Yeah, well, it, in many cases, although 1,1-.. i 
think the question is a close one on occasion. So I think 
each one has to be judged on its own merits in terms of 
what we know and where we can hit and how much dan^^r- 
there is of innocent loss of life. But again, I come back 
to saying I think the, the prejudice that the, the burden 
of proof ought to be on not, not responding rather than 
having to go through this agony every time of debating 
whether we should respond or not. 

HACNEIL: If they, ah, well, come back to the question of 
innocent civilians. Should the United States retaliate 
against people it believes to be behind acts like this 
even if it means some civilians in the surround in" area 
being killed? EAGLEBURGER: If it, you know, again, this 
is a very tough question to answer. It is, we're in a 
kind of a war here, I think. If the answer is in the 
judgment of the people who can look at the terrain, the 
chances of innocent life being lost are relatively ’ low, 
then my answer to you would be yes, we should go in. If 
the chances are very high that a lot of innocent people 
are going to be killed, then I suppose my answer would 
have to be no. 

KACNEIL: What about if the United, if U.S. intelligence 
knew that that particular group were planning to hijack j 

another plane or overheard a similar group planning to 
attack a plane? Should they attack them beforehand, as 
the secretary seemed to suggest?. EAGLEBURGER: Again, I 
think there is good merit to the argument that if -vou can 
act in advance of a terrorist, we ought to do it. * Each I 

time, I have to say we have to look at the situation, each 
specific situation, and make a judgment on whether we can 
ih fact be effective in an attack. But, again, in 
principle, yes, I think we should. 
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MACNEIL:. Mr. Kupperman, how do you react to what Hr ' 

UnftL * be f n . sa ; ing ’ first of all, on should the 
nited States retaliate m this instance if it knows where 

these people are or where they were trained? KUPPERMAN: 

I, I thiruc that I, I would tend not to want to retaliate 
in this particular instance, when it can be clear' /shown 
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that U.S. interests are immediately involved su-h 
the Al 'the aV th t0 d °‘t h If lf 1 ° bject to m anvthin^ a it W is 

tne, the, the constant set of statement i-h't- , 

5 s ?? 

so tit for tat: on the o?her Sn^’rnlf LtdMl to 

with d „? anna 566 US jUSt rapped in the »outh each "time 
without in any way attempting to protect ourselves. 

MACHEIL: So you're not really disagreeing with Mr- 
slightest? 1, 00 that P ° int * CTPPERMAN: Not in the' 

?tS 1 1 shouldleta^iate 

time « get done trying to figure outuho reallv did it 
S didTv^s^ interestsls a ' 

---- f r ; ^ i. 

H < ere ' 

these people came from already the ermn<= * here 

I, I think Hr. Kupperman also has a point. The ’longer^’ 
is 1 thfr e esponse? h ° Ut reSp ° nS6 ’ the less reie ^t is, 
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We p * ck U P the debate now, first with James 

f?‘p?l n - er ’ he KaS Secretar- y of Defense and director of 
the CIA in the Ndxon administration, then Secretary of 
Energy under President Carter. He is now a senior-adviser 
at Georgetown University Center for Strategic and 
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International Studies. Mr. Schlesinger, first, you were 
listening to the discussion we just had on terrorism. 

What are your thoughts about that and the use of force, 
first? JAMES SCHLESINGER (former Secretary of Defense): 

I agree with the point that we should be prepared to 
retaliate. We do not have to retaliate in each and every, 
circumstance, we should be prepared to retaliate at times 
and in places of our own choosing. If we fail always to 
retaliate, we invite attack. The consequence of that is 
that others believe that they can act against American 
interests with impunity. We have had a series of attacks 
on our ambassadors, on our embassies. These are part of 
American territory overseas and we should not accept these 
attacks without some response. 

LEHRER: What's your feeling on the pre-emptive strike 
idea? SCHLESINGER: I have some intellectual sympathy 
with what Secretary Shultz is attempting to achieve. But 
I do not think that the United States is prepared as yet 
to continue, over a period of’ time, to support attacks 
that pre-empt against unknown targets. There will be too 
much domestic argument. We are not in the position of the 
Israelis, for example, and I do not think American public 
opinion would sustain pre-emption. 


Approved For Release 2010/01/1 1 : CIA-RDP88-01070R000301 490005-8 


